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REMARKS 

The present application includes pending clainns 1-33, all of which remain 
rejected. The Applicants respectfully submit that the claims define patentable 
subject matter. 

Claims 1-5. and 7-33 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by United States Patent No. 6,757,746 ("Boucher"). Claim 6 remains 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boucher. The 
Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections at least for the following 
reasons: 

I. Boucher Does Not Anticipate Claims 1-5, And 7-33 

Boucher does not teach or suggest "processing occurring [by a TEEC] 
without reassembly," as recited in the claims of the present application. See 
September 15, 2005 Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. 1.111 at pages 12-13, and 
November 22, 2005 Response Under 37 C.F.R. 1 .1 16 at pages 9-12. Moreover, 
the Office Action seemingly improperly imports portions of the specification into 
the claims. See October 7, 2005 Office Action at page 6, and Response Under 
37 C.F.R. 1.116 at pages 9-10. 

Additionally, Boucher does not teach or suggest a "TEEC including at 
least one internal elastic buffer, wherein the TEEC processes an incoming TCP 
pacl^et once and temporarily buffers at least a portion of said incoming TCP 
packet in said internal elastic buffer," as recited in claim 1, for example. See 
September 15, 2005 Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. 1.111 at page 14, and 
November 22, 2005 Response Under 37 C.F.R. 1.1 16 at pages 12-14. 

Thus, the Office Action has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
anticipation with respect to claims 1-5, and 7-33 at least for these reasons. 

II. Inherency 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the Office Action does not contain 
a basis in fact and/or technical reasoning to support the rejection of claim 9 
based on inherency. See September 15, 2005 Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. 
1.111 at pages 14-16, and November 22, 2005 Response Under 37 C.F.R. 
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1.116 at pages 14-17. Thus, the Office Action has failed to establish a prima 
facie case of anticipation with respect to claim 9, at least for this reason. 

III. Boucher Does Not Render Claim 6 Unpatentable 

Initially, claim 6 should be in condition for allowance at least for the 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1. Further, the Applicants 
continue to traverse the assertion of Official Notice set forth in the Office Action. 
See September 15, 2005 Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. 1.111 at pages 16-18, 
and November 22, 2005 Response Under 37 C.F.R. 1.116 at pages 17-19. The 
Office Action clearly has not satisfied its burden of proof with respect to its 
assertion of Official Notice. See id. That is, the Office Action has not provided a 
reference(s) in support of its assertion of Official Notice with respect to claim 6 
(i.e., "only said at least one internal elastic buffer [is utilized] to temporarily buffer 
said at least a portion of said incoming TCP packet"). See id. Thus, the 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Office Action has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness with respect to claim 6. 

IV. Conclusion 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the claims of the present 
application should be in condition for allowance at least for the reasons 
discussed above and request that the outstanding rejections be reconsidered 
and withdrawn. The Commissioner is authorized to charge any necessary fees 
or credit any overpayment to the Deposit Account of McAndrews, Held & Malloy, 
Account No. 1 3-001 7. ^ 
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